paper, is largely Kemirgoy, with a very small number of features (mostly phonetic) belonging instead to the Abadzeh dialect.
The Adyghe language is characterized by a large consonant system, whereas only three vowels are distinguished. The main typological features of Adyghe are ergative alignment, polysynthesis in the verb morphology, a small number of nominal cases, free word order, and somewhat blurred morphological distinctions between the parts of speech (cf. [Rogava and Kerasheva 1966] ; a grammatical sketch is provided by [Arkadiev et al. 2009] ).
Adyghe has four morphological cases: oblique (ergative), absolutive (which marks patient-like arguments of transitive verbs (1) and the single argument of intransitive verbs (2)), instrumental and adverbial. The oblique case is used to mark agent-like arguments of transitive verbs (1), indirect objects with various semantic roles, and adjuncts (cf. šə-m and zawe-m in (2)). This case is termed "oblique" here on the basis of its functional range (for further arguments against the term "ergative" cf. Letuchiy 2012) . (1) -m -r ə-λ ʁ w ə-ʁ.
guest-OBL boy-ABS 3SG.A-see-PST
'The guest has seen the boy.' (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 65) (2) ale-r šə-m tje-s-ew zawe-m w a-ʁe.
boy-ABS horse-OBL
LOC-sit-ADV war-OBL go-PST ' The boy went to war on horseback.' (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 65) The instrumental case encodes a large number of meanings, such as instrument, means, measure, and motion through an area (prolative) (Serdobolskaya 2011) . The adverbial case is mostly used to mark adverbs, secondary predication, and converbs, as well as in some other functions, see 2.5 for details. The absolutive and the oblique case mark core arguments of the verb, as opposed to the remaining two cases, which are most often used to introduce adjuncts. Henceforth I will thus use the term "core cases" for the oblique and the absolutive, and "noncore cases" for the instrumental and the adverbial.
In Adyghe, most semantic roles are encoded by verbal prefixes. For example, the beneficiary is introduced by a special prefix on the verb: (3) se txəλə-xe-r sə-š fə-ʁe-x. 'I bought the books for the boys'. (Letuchiy 2009: 331) In (4) the NP denoting the beneficiary is marked with the oblique case, the same case marker that is used to encode agent-like arguments of transitive verbs. The valency-increasing prefix fe-on the verb specifies its role in the sentence as a beneficiary (in reference grammars of Adyghe this prefix is termed "version" (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966) ).
The Adyghe sentence can host several noun phrases marked with the oblique case, whose semantic roles are specified by prefixes on the verb. These prefixes are marked for the person and number of the corresponding participants. Meanwhile, a clause may contain only one absolutive NP. The overwhelming majority of verbs require an absolutive argument.
The tense system of Adyghe includes present tense (no special morphological marker; however, a "dynamicity" morpheme attaches to verbs, except for stative predicates), future tense (the marker -š't), past tense (the marker -ʁ), the remote past in -ʁaʁ (PST-PST) and the imperfect in -š'tə-ʁe (the past tense of the auxiliary, which is homonymous with the future tense; for the arguments against the uniform analysis cf. Footnote 5).
Adyghe represents an interesting case for the typology of complementation, since in this language the case markers develop a complementizing function when used with verbal stems. The possibility of choosing more than one case marker in a given context multiplies the number of complementation strategies available, as will be shown in the following sections.
The main complementation strategies in Adyghe (first described in Gerassimov 2006) are the following: verbal stem without tense suffixes or subordination markers (5), potentialis without case markers (6), factive form in zere-1 (7), verbal stem with case markers (8) and potentialis with case markers (9). 'It seems to me that Azamat will come.'  potentialis with case markers: (9) [sə-tje-fe-n-] s-e-š ə .
1SG.ABS-LOC-fall-POT-INS 1SG.ABS-DYN-fear
'I'm afraid of falling down.' I consider this a distinct construction from the potentialis without case markers, because the two differ in their morphosyntactic properties and syntactic distribution. The potentialis without case markers is used with modal, phasal, and aspectual predicates, i.e. predicates that do not denote an independent situation, but modify another situation (in terms of phase, modality, or aspect respectively). Typologically it is known that such verbs often head clause union structures with their dependent verbs (cf. Aissen 1974; Noonan 1985: 138-142) . According to Kimmelmann (2010) , in Standard Adyghe most of these verbs form monoclausal constructions with their "complements".
In contrast, the potentialis with case markers is used with verbs that denote an independent situation, such as mental/emotive verbs and verbs of speech and perception. This 1 Reference grammars use different terms for these forms. The verbal stem without suffixes is labelled "bare stem" in (Kerasheva 1984: 121-134) , "non-finite form without suffixes" in (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 329) , and "infinitive" in (Kumakhov 1989: 277-278) . The potentialis is often called "masdar" (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966; Kumakhov 1989; Zekokh 2002) , but the term "action nominal" is used in (Paris and Batouka 2005) . (Kumakhov 1989 ) uses the term "infinitive" for the potentialis without case markers, and "masdar" for the potentialis with case markers. The masdar (i.e. potentialis) with the adverbial case marker in particular is described as the "supine" in (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966) and (Kerasheva 1984) , while other researchers retain the term "masdar" here. The factive form is referred to as the "participle" (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 111) , and the verbal stem with the adverbial case as the "converb"; there is no special term for the verbal stem with the instrumental case. The rationale for adopting the terms used in this paper are discussed in detail in Serdobolskaya 2009a and 2009b. construction will be of major concern in this paper, as will the factive form (7) and the verbal stem (8). The first two strategies, exemplified in (5) 2 and (6), will not be considered.  indirect question strategies Complement clauses with general questions take the conditional marker -me with the additive particle -jə (10). The particle is optional in such contexts. In conditional clauses in Adyghe, the marker -me introduces a real/unreal/counterfactual condition, and the combination of the markers -me and -jə denotes concession. (10) 'I do not know where Aslan has gone.' (Arkadiev et al. 2009: 93) I do not consider these constructions in detail, since they have a very special distribution, i.e. they only appear in the context of indirect questions.
A number of other complementation strategies exist which are used more rarely than those enumerated in (5)-(9). Since their use is limited to a small number of constructions/CTPs, I describe them very briefly here.
 verbal noun in -e: The verbal noun has the meaning of manner, e.g.
'way of life' from š'əɁ -'live' (Kumakhov 1964: 121) , and it heads sentential complements with manner meaning:
'I saw how they were dancing.' Unlike the verbal stem with the instrumental, the verbal noun in -e shows nominal morphosyntactic properties, e.g. it takes the possessive marker and cannot host all the arguments of the initial verb. It also differs from this form morphonologically: unlike the instrumental case marker, it triggers the e → a alternation in the preceding morpheme.
 the grammaticalized form of the verb of speech Ɂ w e-'say' with the additive particle -jə:
' "I have only played a practical joke on you, nothing else", he said to me.' (TEXT) This form is grammaticalized and has somewhat "bleached" semantics, since it can also mark citations with predicates that do not necessarily presuppose speech (14) and can be used to mark complements of the same CTP Ɂ w e-'say' (13) without giving rise to tautology. However, it preserves agreement with the agent of the matrix clause, cf. the 1 st person marker in (14), contrasting with the 3 rd person in (13). 'Sasha is afraid of the dark.' These markers are used in complements denoting generic events, as in (16), with emotive and evaluation predicates and the verb j ž -'wait'.
The problem with these constructions is whether they should be classified as argument or adverbial clauses. Semantically the conditional/temporal clauses in (16) are filling the valency slot of the matrix predicate, since the stimulus of emotion belongs to the set of arguments of an emotive verb. However, they are encoded with means that are otherwise found to head conditional/temporal adverbial clauses.
One test for the argument status of an NP (suggested in Apresyan 1974) concerns the possibility of omitting the NP in question 3 . On the basis of this criterion, the clauses in (16) are to be classified as adjuncts. They can be omitted without leading to ungrammaticality, e.g. it is possible to say s-e-š'ə ! (1SG.ABS-DYN-fear) 'I am afraid' without expressing the stimulus. By contrast, the stimulus cannot be omitted with the verb š š ə -"fear", which contains the preverb š -(note that with this verb the function of the preverb š -is to introduce a new valency slot). The same is true for other CTPs that take conditional/temporal clauses. Thus, these constructions do not meet the syntactic criterion defining complementation, and are not considered in this paper.
It is significant that in Adyghe coreferentality between the arguments of the matrix and the dependent clause does not play a role in the choice of complementation strategy. Although there is a form traditionally termed the "infinitive" (potentialis without a case marker; in other reference works, this is taken as the verbal stem without suffixal markers), it is reserved for phasal, aspectual and modal CTPs only. Other classes of verbs do not show a preference for any of the analyzed strategies on the basis of the corefentiality pattern (cf. (20) and (27b) with the CTP 'fear', or (52) and (103abcd) with 'hope').
In the next section I address the morphosyntactic features of the main complementation strategies in Adyghe.
Morphosyntactic properties of complement clauses
In this section, I consider the morphosyntax of complement clauses headed by the potentialis, the verbal stem, and the factive form. All three forms take case markers (and postpositions) that mark their subordinate status.
Adyghe predominantly uses non-finite clauses in complementation, as in other types of subordinate constructions. The question arises as to the "degree" of finiteness of subordinate clauses. A number of parameters have been suggested in works on (non-)finiteness, such as tense/aspect/mood marking and the presence of nominal cases (Lehmann 1988 , Givón 1990 , Malchukov 2004 , Kalinina 2002 . The following morphosyntactic parameters are relevant for Adyghe:
Morphological properties of verbal forms Verbal: mood and modality, tense, aspect, valency-changing markers, negation, agreement markers, dynamicity marker 4 ; Nominal: presence of an overt nominalizer, possibility of taking case markers (and/or articles), nominal number and possessive markers.
Syntactic properties of verbal forms Marking of the core arguments (if this reflects the pattern used in independent clauses or in noun phrases), (in)compatibility with postpositions, (in)compatibility with adverbs/adjectives, (in)ability to head an independent clause.
Morphosyntax of complement clauses headed by the potentialis
The potentialis can take nearly all the verbal grammatical markers: see example (17) with the 2 nd person marker -p-, (19) with the number agreement suffix, (17) with the valencyincreasing prefix fe-and (17)- (18) 'Masha plans to return home (lit. to her).' There are two negation markers in Adyghe: the prefix mə-is used in subordinate clauses, while the suffix -ep marks the head of an independent clause (e.g. ' his son that he has never seen' (Arkadiev 2009 et al.: 45) ). The potentialis in complement clauses takes only the "non-finite" negation, as in all subordinate clauses:
you plate-PL-ABS 2SG.A-NEG-wash-POT-PL-ADV 1SG.ABS-want 'I don't want you to wash the plates (lit. I want that you not wash the plates).' Note than in independent clauses the potentialis takes the "finite" negation, as shown in (23).
Past tense markers are not in complementary distribution with the potentialis; they can co-occur in one and the same verbal form:
s-e-š ə . The future tense marker -š't cannot occur in the potentialis form. However, it is unclear whether this prohibition is due to the "non-finite" properties of the potentialis or whether it can be explained by the semantics of the two forms. The future tense and the potentialis are semantically similar, both signalling the future time reference of the situation (whereas the potentialis has peculiar semantic nuances, which are discussed below in this section). Hence, it can be assumed that the two markers are incompatible in a single verbal form because of the tautology effect. The two markers cannot co-occur in verbal forms that head independent sentences either.
5
The mood and dynamicity markers are incompatible with the potentialis, not only in complement clauses, but also in the head of independent sentences. The markers of the conditional in -me, concessional in -mjə and desiderative in -ʁ w et can co-occur with the future tense marker -š't, but they are incompatible with the potentialis (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 192-201 ). This may serve as an argument for the non-finiteness of the complement clauses with the potentialis, as well as in independent clauses.
Hence, from the point of view of verbal morphological categories, the potentialis demonstrates nearly all the properties that are characteristic for verb forms that head independent sentences, except for the ability to take markers of non-indicative mood and dynamicity.
The potentialis also demonstrates a number of nominal features. The marker itself can be analyzed as the nominalizer; note that most reference grammars label this form the "masdar" (Zekokh 2002; Kerasheva 1984; Kumakhov 1989; Rogava and Kerasheva 1966) or "action nominal" (Paris and Batouka 2005) . It is not easy to say whether this marker should be viewed as a subordinate clause marker or a modal marker. The potentialis is most often found in subordinate clauses that have future temporal reference or gnomic meaning. However, it can also head independent sentences:
'I'll bake a cake.'
'{I'll be very careful and} I won't drop the dishes, {don't worry}.' The acceptability of this form in independent clauses cannot, however, be taken as a good argument against analyzing it as a subordinate clause marker. The potentialis in independent clauses cannot take indirect mood and dynamicity markers. It has been demonstrated in (Kalinina 2002) , (Evans 2007) and other works that subordinate verbal forms can occur as the head of independent sentences as a result of so-called 'insubordination'. Analysis of the contexts where the potentialis can head an independent sentence shows the following (cf. Serdobolskaya 2009a for details): the potentialis is used if the independent clause has reference to the future and does not constitute the main assertion of the sentence. Let us clarify this point. In (21) the potentialis introduces the semantic nuance of spontaneous decision; in (22) it encodes deontic necessity; and (23) it suggests an attempt at persuasion. Native speakers comment that the potentialis is possible if the speaker is assuring the hearer that he will not drop the dishes, rather than simply stating it as a fact. Such "fuzzy" explanations have one point in common: native speakers always try to find some semantic matrix predicate (and a matrix clause) that is not expressed in the sentence headed by the 5 There are verbal forms that seem to violate this restriction, e.g. maw e-š'tə-n (DYN-go-AUX-POT) 'he probably goes' (Arkadiev et al. 2009: 48) . However, these forms are interpreted by (Arkadiev et al. 2009) as the potentialis forms of the auxiliary verb š'tə-, which encodes epistemic modality. This auxiliary also has other tense forms, such as ə-Ɂ w e-š'tə-a-e (3SG.A-say-AUX-PST-PST) 'he would say'. The argument for differentiating this auxiliary from the future tense marker is the position of the negation marker -ep: with the future marker it is postposed to all other suffixes (including the future tense marker -š't), while in the construction with the auxiliary it precedes the auxiliary marker -S't: for example,
potentialis: in (21) it is "I have just decided", in (22) it is a marker of deontic modality, in (23) it is "I assure you". Such a semantic predicate, which is absent in the syntactic structure, is present in the insubordinated use of infinitives, participles and other verbal forms that head non-finite clauses (Evans 2007) . Hence, the marker of the potentialis can be analyzed as a marker of subordination with a semantic matrix predicate, and the examples with the potentialis in independent clauses can be interpreted as a result of insubordination. Thus, the potentialis can be described semantically as a form mostly referring to the future, and having an "insubordinated" use in main clauses, i.e. when found in main clauses it does not itself make a semantic assertion but requires a semantic matrix predicate, cf. (Evans 2007) for the types of semantic matrix predicates found in insubordination.
The nominal morphological features of the potentialis are the following. First, the potentialis can take all four nominal cases, cf. (24)- (26) and (27a). (The nominal number affix -xe also functions as a verbal plural agreement marker (24), and thus cannot be used as an argument regarding the finiteness of a construction.)
We want everybody to be happy.' Second, the person and number agreement prefixes can be omitted on the potentialis (25), while this is unacceptable in verbal forms that head independent sentences.
'It is hard for me to drive a car.' The omission of agreement markers is only possible with the potentialis in core cases; it is not possible in non-core cases, cf.:
'It is hard for me to drive the car.' It can be concluded that the potentialis forms with and without agreement markers head different constructions in Adyghe. The construction without the markers shows a higher degree of nominalization than the construction with the agreement markers.
Third, the potentialis can take the nominal marker of possession jə-. This prefix occurs postposed to the person and number prefix and marks alienable possession on nouns, as in (27) . It can occur on the potentialis (28). (27) (28) shows a higher degree of nominalization than the form in (29b). Different syntactic structures must therefore be postulated for (28) and (29b), as well as for (27a) and (27b). Hence, the potentialis in Adyghe can head a number of constructions that exhibit different degrees of nominalization (and desententialization, cf. Lehmann 1988) ; 7 see [Ershova forthc.] for a similar analysis of Kabardian constructions. The least nominalized constructions are those that include the potentialis with adverbial/instrumental markers. The highest degree of nominalization is observed with forms demonstrating a clear semantic shift towards the denotation of activities or cultural events (or even objects, such as šxə 'food' from the verb šxə-'eat') rather than propositions or events. This semantic distinction is common for many languages that possess various syntactic types of nominalization.
In terms of its syntactic behaviour, the potentialis mostly demonstrates verbal properties: its core arguments are marked according to the pattern used in independent finite clauses (e.g. absolutive in (24)), and adjuncts are most often marked as adverbs (30). In Adyghe, adverbs derived from adjectives are marked with the adverbial marker -ew, e.g. ž'ə 'early' (adjective), ž' w 'early' (adverb). In conclusion, the Adyghe potentialis occupies a high position in all finiteness hierarchies, since it demonstrates nearly all the properties, including distributional properties, shown by a verb in the language. However, it can also head nominalized constructions -in these cases it shows nominal morphological features, e.g. it may take adjectives and the possessive marker, and may appear without agreement markers. In this paper, I do not analyze such constructions, since they are employed only marginally in complementation and have peculiar semantic nuances, as is characteristic of deverbal nouns with a high degree of lexicalization.
The ability to take core cases and postpositions does not signal a high degree of nominalization. However, as shown in (25)- (29), the potentialis with the core cases is more "nominalized" than the potentialis with non-core cases.
Morphosyntax of complement clauses headed by the verbal stem
The verbal stem in complement clauses preserves the full range of verbal morphology, with the exception of the mood and dynamicity markers: see examples (33)- (35) with the agreement prefixes, (33) with the refactive aspectual suffix, (34) with the negation marker. As for tense markers, the verbal stem takes all tense markers that are used in independent clauses, cf. (33) with the past tense marker and (35) 'I think that the girl will buy that dress.' The unacceptability of mood markers and the absence of the dynamicity marker (34) are among the properties that differentiate these constructions from the independent clause construction. Another property of this kind is the use of subordinate negation (34).
As for nominal features, the verbal stem can take the markers of adverbial (35) and instrumental cases (34); core cases are impossible in the construction under discussion. The possessive marker is also unacceptable.
All the syntactic properties of the complement constructions with the verbal stem follow the clausal and not the nominal pattern: the verbal stem assigns to its core arguments the same cases as those required in independent clauses (cf. absolutive and oblique in (35)), and the adjuncts are encoded as adverbs, not as adjectives. The verbal stem can occur with postpositions.
As shown in 2.1, core cases signal a higher degree of nominalization than the adverbial and the instrumental cases (and postpositions). Hence, it can be concluded that the verbal stem in complement clauses does not demonstrate nominal morphological properties.
Morphosyntax of complement clauses headed by the factive form
The factive form (traditionally termed the participle, cf. [Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 111] ) is formed with the prefix zere-and takes the case marker required by the CTP:
teacher-OBL OBL+DYN-know Azamat window-ABS FCT-LOC-3SG.A-break-PST-ABS 'The teacher knows that Azamat has broken the window.' The factive form preserves verbal morphological features, including polypersonal agreement, aspect, dynamicity marking, valency-changing affixes, and verbal tenses; cf. examples with the agreement markers (36)-(37), with the refactive aspectual suffix (38), with negation (37), with the dynamicity marker -re-(37) and with the markers of the past (36) and future (38) tense. Mood markers are unacceptable on the factive form. Another property differentiating the factive form from verbal forms that head independent clauses is the use of subordinate negation mə-(37). 'He told them he would leave. (lit. As for his departure, he told them about it).' (Gerassimov and Lander 2008: 293) The main nominal feature of the factive form is the presence of the nominalizer zere-. Like the potentialis form, this can take all four nominal case markers. However, it cannot take the possessive marker or the nominal plurality marker; adjectival modifiers are also unattested with the factive form.
The syntax of the complement clause headed by the factive form follows the clausal pattern. Both core arguments and adjuncts are encoded in the same way as in independent finite clauses. However, the factive form can take all four cases and may occur with postpostions, cf.: (39) 'He is glad because he's going to travel to the sea.' Hence, the factive form shows mostly verbal properties, except for the possibility of taking core case markers and appearing in the context of postpositions.
Morphosyntax of the complement clauses: summary
The properties of the three forms discussed in 2.1-2.3 are summarized in It can be concluded that the most frequently used complementation strategies in Adyghe do not demonstrate a high degree of nominalization and/or desententialization (cf. Lehmann 1988 , Givón 1990 ). The constructions with the most nominalized properties involve the potentialis without agreement markers; however, even in these constructions the argument structure and the aspectual properties of the nominalized verb are mostly preserved.
In the next section I consider the three complementation strategies discussed here with regard to their ability to take case markers, and argue for the necessity of distinguishing more than three complementation strategies in Adyghe.
Case markers as complementizers

The distribution of case markers with the main complement constructions
As has been shown above, all three of the strategies under discussion take nominal case markers. Traditional works on Adyghe identify four case markers: ergative with the marker -m, absolutive with the marker -r, instrumental with the marker -e and adverbial with the marker -ew. The ergative in Adyghe, besides its function of marking agent-like arguments of transitive verbs, is also used to mark indirect objects, including arguments introduced by the version prefixes (as shown in (4)), and adjuncts of time, location, etc. As shown in 1.1, the ergative introduces a large number of argument and adjunct roles, and there can be many NPs marked with the ergative in one and the same clause in Adyghe. Thus, Letuchiy (2012) argues for another term for this case marker, namely the oblique. As stated in 1.1, the absolutive and the oblique case mark core arguments of the verb, as opposed to the remaining two cases, which are most often used to introduce adjuncts.
The instrumental case, as well as marking instrumental meaning proper, is used to mark the meaning of motion through an area (prolative), as well as cause, temporal interval, means of transport, stimulus of emotion etc. (cf. Serdobolskaya 2011). The adverbial case suffix is attached not only to nouns (in contexts of manner, as in to jump like a kangaroo), but is also used to mark adverbs (40), nouns in adverbial position, heads of relative clauses, secondary predicates (41) and adverbial clauses (42) etc. (cf. [Arkadiev et al. 2009] 'Having gone to the neighbours, the old woman ground the flour to make porridge.' (Kerasheva 1995: 167) Thus, the interpretation of this marker as a "case" in the reference grammars is rather misleading. However, in this article I retain the term "case" for lack of any other wellestablished term.
In complementation, all four cases can be attached to the head of the complement clause. However, the factive form in zere-and the potentialis can take all four case markers, while the verbal stem can only take 9 the instrumental and adverbial case markers (see Table  2 The table shows that complements take non-core cases, that is, cases that are predominantly used to mark nominal non-arguments. However, in complemention non-core cases are used not as adverbial clause markers, but as complementizers. Dependent clauses with instrumental/adverbial case markers remain arguments of CTPs (see the discussion after example (16)).
Terminological remarks on the verbal stem with case markers
As shown in 2.2, the verbal stem in this construction preserves most of the morphosyntactic properties of verbal forms that head independent finite clauses. The only marker of subordination in these constructions is the case marker. In Adyghe reference grammars (Zekokh 1976; Kerasheva 1984 and others) , the verbal stem with the adverbial case marker -ew is termed the "converb" (as opposed to the potentialis with the adverbial case, which is known as the supine), while the verbal stem with the instrumental case marker, as far as I know, receives no special designation (it is called a "non-finite formation in -n e" in [Kerasheva 1984] ). This form can be related to the frustrative (antiresultative) mood in Adyghe. The frustrative is formed with the marker -e, which attaches to the verbal stem after the suffixes of tense, plural agreement and dynamicity; it is used in antiresultative contexts (i.e. with the meaning of "cancelled" result): (45) a-r šxe-e xe-χ w -e-š't-ep.
DEM-ABS eat-INS grow-FUT-NEG
'Even if he eats, he'll never gain weight.' (Kuznetsova 2009: 311) 9 It should be specified that in relative clauses, verbs in Adyghe can take all the case markers in reference to the participant in a situation:
w a-ʁe-r "go-PST-ABS" 'the one that has gone', w a-ʁe-m/-m e/-ew "go-PST-OBL/INS/ADV" 'the one that has gone/with the one that has gone/as the one that has gone', w e-š'tə-r "go-FUT-ABS" 'the one that will go' etc. (Rogava and Kerasheva 1966: 314-315 ). I do not consider these constructions here, since they function as relative clauses and not sentential complements.
It is unclear whether the marker seen in (45) and that seen in sentential complements should be considered to represent the same unit. From the point of view of morphosyntax, they do not show different properties: they occupy the same position in the verb form (position 5 after the verbal stem, as defined in [Arkadiev et al. 2009] ), and they do not trigger the e~a alternation 10 in the previous syllable (this alternation differentiates the manner nominalization markerfrom all three of the other markers with this shape: the case marker -, the frustrative marker -, and the sentential argument marker -). However, the semantics of (45) and of complement clauses with the instrumental do not seem to be related. The frustrative denotes a situation with cancelled result, while the complement clause markermarks eventive and irrealis complements. The second type of context can be linked functionally with the frustrative; see (Plungian 2001) for the combination of irrealis and antiresultative meaning in markers of the pluperfect. However, the link between the meanings of event and irrealis/antiresultative is not so obvious. It could be speculated that the event and irrealis readings arise from different sources. The event reading may have developed from the instrumental case in -via the "manner" meaning of the instrumental (although in fact this meaning is rather marginal in Adyghe). A shift from manner towards event in the meaning of complementizers is attested in a number of languages, e.g. Slavic. However, the exact grammaticalization path of complements in -'e is unclear and needs further research. I label these forms "frustrative" in independent clauses, and "verbal stem with the instrumental case" in complement clauses (even in irrealis clauses); the gloss, however, is the same in all these contexts (INS).
I am not using the term "converb" for the verbal stem with the adverbial case, nor do I use "supine" for the potentialis with the adverbial case as in Kerasheva (1984) . The rationale for this solution is that, as I show below, the potentialis with the adverbial case is more appropriately analyzed as a combination of two markers (the potentialis and the adverbial marker), which is fully compositional semantically.
Variation of case marking in complementation
The case marker found on the verb heading the complement clause can be determined by the CTP, cf. the same marking for nominal and clausal arguments with the CTP 'like': (46) and (47), just as the same preposition is used in the English sentences I'm afraid of him and I'm afraid of his doing nothing about the work. For the sake of brevity, I will henceforth use the term "subcategorized case marking" for case marking that follows the pattern shown by nominal arguments.
However, complement clauses in Adyghe may instead take other case markers which are not determined by the CTP (non-subcategorized case marking): for example, the verb əg The variation in complement case marking is limited by the following rules. First, unsubcategorized case marking only concerns non-core cases. The core cases are used in accordance with the same rules as nominal arguments: if the verb requires the oblique case, as here with the verb "fear", it cannot assign absolutive case to its argument, whether this is nominal or sentential. The unsubcategorized non-core cases are acceptable with the sentential complement, as in (50). The same goes for those verbs requiring the absolutive: e.g. the verb "like" requires absolutive case on the stimulus, and it cannot assign oblique case to this argument, whether nominal or sentential; however, non-core cases are acceptable with the sentential complement.
CTPs are found that cannot assign core cases to the stimulus, and require the instrumental or adverbial case, e.g.: (51) 'I hope to enter the University.' The restrictions formulated above can be summarized as follows. The use of the core cases with sentential complements conforms to the subcategorization of the matrix predicates; non-core cases can have non-subcategorized uses with sentential complements; nominal arguments do not allow this variation.
Variation in the case marking of complements is also restricted by complementation type: it is only observed with the potentialis and the verbal stem. As for the factive form, there is variation of oblique and instrumental with some emotive CTPs (for example, jezeš'ə-'be fed up' and əg w rjehə-'like', see the Appendix). This variation is more limited than that seen with the verbal stem and the potentialis, and I do not consider it in this paper.
Hence, the number of complementation strategies in Adyghe interacts with the possibility of case variation to give the following: 1a. Factive form in zere-with subcategorized case (oblique/absolutive/instrumental/adverbial) 1b. Factive form with non-subcategorized case: instrumental 2a. Verbal stem with the instrumental case 2b. Verbal stem with the adverbial case 3a. Potentialis in -n with one of the core cases (subcategorized marking) 3b. Potentialis in -n with the (un)subcategorized instrumental 3c. Potentialis in -n with the (un)subcategorized adverbial case
The question arises of how to characterize the semantic distinction between verbal forms which differ only in case marking: namely, between types 1a and 1b; 2a and 2b; 3a, 3b and 3c. This difference is rather subtle, and is not easily explained by native speakers. For Kabardian, where similar variation is attested, Kumakhov and Vamling (1998: 126) characterize the distribution of case markers in terms of interchangeability and vagueness of semantic difference. I will address this question in 3.2-3.3.
Semantics of complementation strategies
In this section I consider the functions of the factive from in zere-, the potentialis and the verbal stem with case markers.
Semantics of the factive form
Fact vs. proposition
The factive form is used in classical factive contexts, as described in theoretical works (Kiparsky and Kiparsky 1971; Arutjunova 1988 , Zalizniak 1990 'I think that the Earth is round.' On the contrary, complements in the adverbial case, which do not have a factive reading, are preferred with these verbs (55a), and in most contexts are judged as unacceptable with e-'know' (56b).
(56) a. [azemat qə-zerew e-š'tə-r] s-e-e. 'I know that Azamat will come.' When the verb 'know' is used in the non-factive meaning 'be certain, be sure' (57) or in presupposition-opaque contexts (58) (cf. Serdobolskaya, this volume for details), it can take the potentialis with non-core cases, cf.: 'I wouldn't spare anything for your health (lit. There is nothing I wouldn't give, if I knew that you were healthy). ' Here the truth of the complement clause is not presupposed -in (57) it is questioned, and in (58) it is merely hypothesized by the speaker. In such contexts the factive form is not used. In (57) the dependent clause is propositional, and the adverbial case is used. The context of (58) suggests that the complement clause is in fact false, and the instrumental case is chosen. For the use of the adverbial case to encode propositions, and the instrumental to encode false propositions, see 3.2-3.3.
As well as encoding facts, the factive form can also be used with non-factive CTPs, e.g. 'love, like' and the verb of speech 'say': 'I haven't told mother that I got a bad mark.' (The speaker did receive a bad mark.) Both examples contain complement clauses with the verb of speech, but in (59) it takes the potentialis with the adverbial case, while in (60) the factive form is used. The difference between the two examples corresponds to the difference between presupposition and assertion. In (59) the complement clause belongs to the assertion being made, while in (60) the matrix clause is asserted, and the complement is presupposed.
Complements with the factive form pass the diagnostic tests for facts. First, the negation test: for example, in (60) the negation of the CTP does not affect the truth of the complement. In the judgment of native speakers, the truth of the complement clause is preserved in such cases, unlike in complement clauses with the verbal stem.
Second, the truth of the complement clause cannot be denied in the further context by the same speaker. If the speaker does not intend to present as true the situation described in the complement clause, the factive form cannot be employed, and other complementation strategies must be used instead, cf.: (61) [a-r qə-s-e-wa-ʁ-ew] zere-š'-je-mə-ǯ ' -ž'ə-š'tə-r] . a=b. 'I told Azamat's parents that he would not study here.' In (62a) the sentence is interpreted by native speakers as follows: the decision that Azamat will not study at this school has been taken before the moment described in the matrix clause, and the speaker (and perhaps the hearer) is aware of this. However, (62b) can be interpreted in such a way that the speaker is the director of the school, and the decision was taken at the moment of the speech event described in the matrix clause, and was in fact implemented in the statement "He will not study here" itself. This quasi-performative context takes a proposition in the complement clause, and hence the adverbial case complement is used.
Therefore, the conclusion can be drawn that the factive form introduces facts, while forms using the adverbial case introduce propositions.
Fact vs. event
Let us consider minimal pairs with factive and eventive complements. In (63) what is being evaluated by the speaker is the fact that Aslan has come, while in (64) The factive form can be used in (63), and not in (64), because (64) introduces the eventive context (cf. the tests for distinguishing between propositions, facts, and events in [Serdobolskaya, this volume] ). The same semantic opposition is observed in (65) and (66): in (65) the speaker describes as positive his feelings arising from the situation, while in (66) s/he is evaluating the fact of it being warm as positive. Hence, in (66) the factive form is used, in contrast to (65) . (65 'I like the fact that it is warm today.' Therefore, the factive form denotes facts, while forms with the instrumental case denote events.
Other functions of the factive form
Other functions of the factive form are peripheral (cf. Gerassimov and Lander 2008) . 'It is likely that Marina will become a seamstress.' (Gerassimov and Lander 2008: 299) According to Gerassimov and Lander (2008) , the factive form is chosen in (81) 'When Khasan saw Fatima dancing, he fell in love with her.' These uses are explained by the diachronic origin of the factive form. Gerassimov and Lander (2008: 307-310) argue that it stems historically from the relative construction, where the instrumental argument is relativized. This analysis is supported by the fact that the prefix ze-functions as a relativizer in Adyghe ("participle" in reference grammars), while re-/rə-is a valency-increasing prefix which introduces an instrumental argument. See the contrast between (70), without the instrumental argument, and (71), where the instrumental argument is introduced by rə-. Gerassimov and Lander (2008) suggest that the manner interpretation (68) of the factive form arises from this diachronic source. I suggest that the manner interpretation, in its turn, gives rise to the use of the factive form in eventive contexts with immediate perception verbs (69) 11 .
Some conclusions
Thus, the main function of the factive form in Adyghe is to denote facts; it can also introduce topical irrealis propositions, manner complements and events with immediate perception verbs. It is therefore used with the factive verbs e-'know', š'əʁ As I show below, the distribution of the potentialis and the verbal stem in complementation cannot be explained on the basis of the opposition of semantic parameters discussed in (Serdobolskaya, this volume) : propositions vs. events, irrealis complement clauses vs. propositions etc. The difference between the potentialis and the verbal stem in complement clauses belongs to the domain of temporal reference of the dependent clause. Meanwhile, events and propositions are differentiated by means of the case markers occurring on the complement.
In the following sections I consider only non-factive contexts, since facts are encoded by the factive form only.
Opposition of adverbial and instrumental case in complement clauses
The verbal stem and the potentialis in -n can take both adverbial and instrumental markers with one and the same CTP. The distribution of the case markers seems arbitrary at first sight, since there are many matrix predicates that allow both case markers without any apparent difference in meaning. Analyzing the same phenomenon in Kabardian, a language belonging to the same Circassian subgroup of the Northwest Caucasian language family, Kumakhov and Vamling (1998: 126) claim that the instrumental and adverbial case markers are very close in meaning and interchangeable in complement clauses. Native speakers of Adyghe often see no difference in meaning between the two cases. However, there are contexts where one variant is preferred by all speakers. Moreover, not all matrix predicates allow variation in case marking. I suggest that the distribution of the cases in complement constructions is based on the opposition between events and propositions.
Potentialis / verbal stem with the adverbial case
As shown in 3.1.1, in many contexts the factive form is semantically opposed to the forms with the adverbial case (the verbal stem and the potentialis with the adverbial case), see examples (55)- (56), (59)- (60) and (62). In (61) the complement clause with the adverbial case is used to denote a proposition that is negated in the following context (unlike with factive complements, which cannot be negated in the following context). In (62b) it introduces a proposition in a quasi-performative context. Hence, forms with the adverbial case meet the criteria for propositions discussed in (Serdobolskaya, this volume) .
There is additional evidence for the claim that forms with the adverbial case (both the verbal stem and the potentialis) denote propositions. The potentialis with the adverbial case introduces purpose clauses (72) and complements of speech causation verbs (73), see [Asher 1993 ] for the analysis of complements of such CTPs as propositions. (72) 'I told Azamat to leave the class.' Note that the forms with the instrumental and with the adverbial case are differentiated prosodically. Complements with the adverbial case usually host the main accent -a property that characterizes propositions in a number of languages (Yanko, p.c.; cf. Yanko 2001: 242-245 for Russian). Meanwhile, cross-linguistically events may or may not take the main accent, and Adyghe complements with the instrumental case show the same variation.
Unlike eventive complements, complements with the adverbial case can host negation:
University-OBL LOC-NEG-enter-POT-PL-ADV POT-PL-INS
'He fears that his pupils will not enter the University.' The complement contains the negation prefix mə-, and native speakers prefer the variant with the adverbial marker in this context.
On the basis of these arguments, I claim that complements with the adverbial case in Adyghe denote propositions.
However, there are contexts where the function of forms with the adverbial case is less clear. The adverbial case marker is found with evaluative CTPs and with CTPs with the meaning 'love, like': (75) [we ə .mə -xe-r p-šxə-n-ew] 'I will not like it if my husband goes to a gymnasium with a woman. He would hardly do such a thing. ' They can both contain an epistemic expression, which is a diagnostic for propositions (Bøye 2 12), see (77'') and (78''). Therefore, these complements are to be analyzed as propositional. See (Letuchiy 2014) on the analysis of Russian if-complements with emotive CTPs as non-factives. It seems that similar contexts are observed in English constructions where the complement of the evaluative predicate is introduced by the conjunction if: (79) John might hate it if he won. (Quer 1999: 242) In 'I like it a lot if you make cakes.' (Quer 1999: 242) Quer shows that these constructions are often non-factive, even if they are attested with factive emotive verbs (Quer 1999: 252) .
As the conjunction in question is believed to introduce conditional, i.e. adjunct clauses, examples similar to (79) and (80) are not often involved in studies of complementation (see [Quer 1999] and [2008] for argumentation against the adjunct analysis), which is why it is believed that the CTPs under discussion do not take propositional complements. However, I claim that evaluative predicates in Adyghe do take propositional complements, as examplified in (75), and that Adyghe verbs with the meaning 'love, like' count positive evaluation among their meanings, which is why they may take propositional complements too (76).
Potentialis / verbal stem with the instrumental case
The instrumental case can be used in the following contexts. Firstly, it is found in the irrealis (81) or in false complements 12 with mental verbs (82). In (81), the situation in the complement clause is interpreted as irrealis (as defined in [Serdobolskaya, this volume] ): the speaker strongly doubts its validity. As for (82), native speakers suggest two interpretations of this example, cf. the translations; in both cases the complement clause has the truth value "false".
The "false" interpretation of the instrumental contrasts with the neutral truth value interpretation of the verbal stem with the adverbial case, cf.: (83) 1SG.PR-brother-younger sleep-PST-ADV 1SG.ABS-DYN-hope 'I think that my younger brother has fallen asleep. (In reality, he may or may not have.)' The irrealis reading is largely found with mental verbs of opinion (see also (58) with the verb 'know') and with singular verbs of causation and potential situation. For example, the verb g w əš'əɁe jetə-'promise, lit. give a word' most often takes the potentialis with the adverbial case; the instrumental is used if the speaker presumes or suspects that the promised
